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To  Friends  Everywhere  - 


PACIFIC  YEARLY  MEETING  EPISTLE 
Eighth  Month,  8,  1987 
Craig  Hall,  Chico,  California 


We  feel  especially  close  to  all  Friends  this  year,  for  we  have  found  ourselves  mirrored  in  your  epistles 
to  us,  and  in  the  reports  on  the  state  of  our  own  Monthly  Meetings.  There  is  more  light  in  the  mirror, 
and  the  images  are  clearer.  Looking  more  closely,  we  see  many  in  our  Yearly  Meeting  who  have  grown 
richer  because  of  our  Spiritual  Quest  study  program.  We  see  that  others  are  concerned  and  struggling 
over  the  issues  of  religious  terminology  and  the  meaning  of  marriage.  (Continued  on  a e 3) 
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BUDDHISM  & CHRISTIANITY 
Toward  the  Human  Future 


Following  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting,  August  10-14, 
1987, 1 participated  in  the  Third  International 
Buddhist-Christian  Dialogues  at  the  Graduate 
Theological  Union  in  Berkeley,  California. 

Morning  plenaries  and  evening  lectures  were 
open  to  the  public  and  attracted  large  audiences. 
Speakers  at  morning  sessions  included  Professors 
Huston  Smith  (Emeritus,  Syracuse  Univ.),  Masao 
Abe  (Haverford  College),  Masatoshi  Doi  (Japan 
Chapter,  East-West  Relgious  Project),  David  Kalu- 
pahana  (Univ.  of  Hawaii),  and  Ven.  Doboom  Tulku 
(Rep.  of  the  Dalai  Lama). 

Topics  of  evening  lectures  were  “Peace”  (Metro- 
politan Paulos  MarGregorios,  Syrian  Orthodox 
Church  of  India  and  Tai  Situ  Rinpoche,  Tibetan 
Buddhist  Rep.);  “Meditation  & Prayer”  (Brother 
David  Steindl-Rast,  Benedictine  Monk  and  Master 
Hsuan  Hua,  Dharma  Realm  Buddhist  Univ.);  “Death 
& Dying”  (Prof.  John  Cobb,  Jr.,  Claremont  Graduate 
School  and  the  Rev.  Tetsuo  Unno,  Jodoshinshu 
Buddhist  Rep.);  “Women  in  Christianity  and 
Buddhism”  (Professors  Rosemary  Ruether,  Garrett 
Evangelical  Theological  Seminary,  Rita  Gross,  Univ. 
of  Wisconsin,  Eau  Claire,  Ursala  King,  Univ.  of 
Leeds,  England,  and  Sister  Ayya  Khema,  Buddhist 
Nun  and  Abbess  from  Sri  Lanka);  and  “Ethics” 

(Ven.  Achaan  Sumedho,  Pres.  Buddhist  Society  of 
England  and  Abbot  of  Chithurst  Forest  Monastery, 
and  Prof.  Langdon  Gilkey,  Univ.  of  Chicago). 

Dialogue  Groups  included  “Buddhism  in 
America,”  “Korean  Minjung  Theology,”  “Libera- 
tion Theology  and  Buddhism,”  “Monasticism,” 
“Philosophical-Theological  Foundations  for 
Buddhist-Christian  Dialogue,”  “Religion  and 
Healing,”  and  “Women  in  Buddhism  & Christianity.” 

(Continued  on  page  19) 
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(Epistle:  Cont.  from  front  cover) 

Our  vision  and  understanding  were  widened  when  we  saw  four  representatives  from  different  branches 
of  Quakerism  all  rise  at  the  end  of  a Tell  the  Truth  Game,  when  the  question  was  asked,  “Will  the  real 
Quaker  please  stand  up?” 

We  stepped  through  the  mirror  one  morning,  and  stood  in  the  shoes  of  those  among  us  who  are  gay 
and  lesbian.  We  were  moved  by  their  asking  for  true  equality  in  our  Monthly  Meetings  and  validation  of 
their  love  and  marriage. 

Somehow,  this  year,  we  have  come  to  see  everything  more  clearly,  to  feel  more  deeply,  to  think  more 
intensely.  Tears  have  come  to  eyes  more  easily.  And  laughter  helps  the  balancing. 

The  mirror  shows  us  that  our  concerns  are  your  concerns.  We  decry  the  covert  military  actions  of  our 
government.  We  love  this  planet— its  plants,  its  animals,  its  people— and  we  care  for  their  protection. 

We  have  seen  some  of  our  members  travelling  to  the  U.S.S.R.,  East  and  West  Germany,  Nicaragua, 
China,  and  through  their  eyes,  we  experience  the  differences  in  culture,  yet  the  sameness  of  our  humanity 
and  the  sameness  of  our  universal  yearning  for  peace  in  our  world. 

We  leave,  determined  to  try  more  diligently  to  accept  our  differences,  to  realize  that  “God’s  best  for 
another  may  be  impossible  for  me.”  With  tolerance  and  tenderness,  diversity  can  be  enriching.  Let  us 
nurture  it  in  our  Meetings.  It  offers  us  a tension  rather  than  a choice  between  two  opposing  points  of 
view. 

“. . . we  are  to  be  open  and  tender  toward  those  who  find  themselves  at  other  points 
in  this  same  great  magnetic  field,  which  is  the  field  of  God’s  love  for  us  all.” 

On  behalf  of  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting, 

Stratton  Jaquette,  Clerk 

Memorial  Worship,  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting 

Friends  gathered  in  worship  to  remember  those  who  have  died  during  the  past  year,  to  celebrate  their 
lives  and  to  share  our  own  grieving  and  gratitude: 

Bill  Amen  (Delta) 

Synnove  Baasch  (Grass  Valley) 

James  Hilary  Balderston  (Davis) 

Gale  Darling  (San  Francisco) 

Charles  Fuss  (Delta) 

Greta  Kramer  (Davis) 

Pegge  Mae  Lacey  (San  Francisco) 

Margaret  Lewis  (San  Diego) 

Emma  Martinez  de  Moreno  (Mexico  City) 

Alejandro  Mendoza  (La  Jolla) 

Hida  Niles  (Honolulu) 

Friends  shared  memories  of  special  moments  and  endearing  characteristics  of  those  who  have  left  us. 
There  was  the  release  of  tears  and  of  affectionate  laughter.  We  shared  sorrow,  shock,  and  the  emptiness 
left  by  some  of  these  Friends.  We  shared  the  joy  of  knowing  and  learning  from  and  loving  all  of  them. 

We  felt  our  own  mortality  and  the  wonder  of  the  life  cycle  of  birth  and  death.  We  are  filled  with  the 
rich  spiritual  gifts  from  these  Friends. 


Mary  Vincent  Paulson  (San  Francisco) 
Jerry  Porter  (Honolulu) 

Glenn  Porter  (San  Francisco) 

Maude  Powell  (Berkeley) 

Randolph  Pyle  (San  Jose) 

Larry  Scott  (Cochise) 

Alma  Spelman  (La  Jolla) 

Ruth  Miller  Thompson  (Inland  Valley) 
Arthur  Vail  (La  Jolla) 

David  Vickers  (Sacramento) 
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Pacific  Yearly  Meeting  Session 
on  Same  Sex  Marriages 

Jane  Peers,  Clerk  of  Discipline  Committee: 

. . .The  topic  for  this  plenary  session  is  “Equality 
in  Marriage  Among  Quakers.”  That  is,  to  some  of 
us,  known  as  same  sex  marriage. 

Statements  from  other  yearly  meetings  indicate 
that  they,  too,  have  been  considering  the  matter. 

Did  you  feel  some  identification  with  the  Baltimore 
Yearly  Meeting  Epistle  we  heard  today?  They  lis- 
ted the  same  three  things  that  we  have  been  work- 
ing with.  Two  Monthly  Meetings  in  Pacific  Yearly 
Meeting  have  had  requests  for  same  sex  marriages 
this  year.  From  the  State  of  Society  reports  we 
find  that  meetings  are  discussing  it.  There  has  also 
been  discussion  in  the  Friends  Bulletin.  Friends 
are  talking  about  it  and  need  to  know  more.  There- 
fore, your  two  committees,  Ministry  and  Oversight 
and  Discipline,  have  invited  a panel  of  Friends  to 
speak  with  us  today.  As  they  speak,  you  will  recog- 
nize the  courage,  the  love  and  the  trust  that  has  led 
these  people  to  make  this  gift  to  us. 

We  are  not  asked  to  make  any  decisions  here  at 
this  time.  Your  Discipline  Committee  and  Ministry 
and  Oversight  offer  this  as  a rare  opportunity  to 
hear  what  you  would  not  readily  hear  articulated 
elsewhere.  The  panel  is  made  up  of  people  who  can 
and  will  speak  out  of  their  personal  experiences  and 
convictions.  We  cannot  really  separate  individuals 
from  issues.  I know  that  you  will  recognize  what 
risks  are  being  taken  here  today  and  that  you  will 
treat  those  at  risk  with  the  tenderness  we  so  often 
express. 

The  two  sponsoring  committees  conceive  of  this 
session  as  the  beginning  of  a process  which  may 
continue  for  as  long  as  necessary.  Also,  Friends 
will  feel  informed  about  the  experiences  of  Berkeley 
and  Grass  Valley  Meetings. 

The  first  person  to  speak  to  you  this  morning  is 
Mary  Ellen  McNelly. 

Mary  Ellen  McNelly: 

On  August  19,  1985,  Catharine  [Eucas]  and  I 
submitted  our  request  for  marriage  under  the  care 
of  our  Berkeley  meeting.  During  the  events  which 
have  followed  in  the  intervening  two  years,  there 


have  been  a number  of  times  when  I wished  deeply 
that  I had  an  opportunity  to  speak  to  my  brothers 
and  sisters  in  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting.  So  although 
I want  to  respect  our  strict  time  limit,  I feel  the 
need  to  take  a few  minutes  to  speak  to  those  people. 
And  in  order  that  I might  see  their  faces  more  clear- 
ly, I would  like  to  ask  my  brothers  and  sisters, 
Friends  who  are  gay  and  lesbian,  if  you  would  be 
willing  to  stand. 

I want  you  to  know  how  much  courage  Catharine 
and  I carry  in  our  hearts  because  you  walk  with  us. 
In  some  cases,  you  have  walked  before  us  for  many 
years  and  our  way  is  easier  because  of  some  of  the 
things  that  you  have  done.  Perhaps  some  of  the 
things  that  we  are  experiencing,  on  the  other  hand, 
will  make  the  road  easier  for  some  of  you  who  come 
after  us. 

I sometimes  think  of  you  and  me  as  a group 
diverse,  even  with  our  brothers  and  sisters  in  the 
world,  because  we  experience  our  felt  need  for  a 
spiritual  life  so  deeply  that,  birthright  or  convinced 
Friends,  we  choose  to  follow  the  path  of  the 
Society  of  Friends.  This  is  our  spiritual  home.  It 
is  true  that  we  experience  injustice  here.  Neverthe- 
less, let  us  remember  that  we  are  among  a group  of 
people  for  whom  that  subject  is  especially  dear  and 
the  Religious  Society  of  Friends  is  their  home,  too. 
Sometimes  I think  Friends  must  come  to  that  home 
weary  from  their  work  in  so  many  different  coun- 
tries on  so  many  different  issues.  As  we  continue 
to  bring  them  face  to  face  with  injustice  even  in 
their  own  home,  let  us  acknowledge  the  gift  that 
this  process  is  for  us.  You  and  I have  the  privilege 
of  learning  a deeper  dimension  to  our  Quaker  un- 
derstanding, of  the  oppressed  holding  the  oppressor 
in  the  Light.  Let  us,  in  our  strength,  hold  them 
tenderly. 

I would  ask  that  parents  of  gay  and  lesbian  chil- 
dren, or  those  among  us  who  have  relatives  who  are 
gay  or  lesbian,  stand  and  join  us  for  a moment.  In 
my  opinion,  you  carry  a special  kind  of  pain  with 
you,  knowing  that  your  children  face  this  struggle 
within  our  spiritual  family  as  well  as  in  the  world. 
Perhaps  you  may  even  wish  that  the  Religious 
Society  could  grow  as  you  have  grown  in  your 
support  of  your  children.  It  may  even  hurt  some 
of  you,  in  a special  way,  to  acknowledge  the  con- 
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tinuing  need  for  discussions  like  this  one  we  are 
about  to  have.  Nevertheless,  let  us  all  love  one 
another. 

When  Jim  Sanetel  called  me  on  the  phone  to  ask 
me  to  make  this  presentation,  I said,  “What  do  you 
want  me  to  talk  about?”  He  said,  “Well,  why  did 
you  and  Catharine  ask  to  be  married  and  from  your 
own  personal  point  of  view,  what’s  happening  to 
that  request?”  I’d  like  to  begin  my  response  to 
those  two  questions  with  what  may  seem  to  be  an 
irrelevant  anecdote. 

I taught  English  at  Los  Gatos  High  School  for 
twenty-six  years.  I quit  a few  years  ago  because 
it  was  the  last  part  of  my  life  where  I was  closeted; 
and  I quit  largely  because  I was  able  to  be  open,  I 
thought,  within  my  religious  community  and  with- 
in the  community  where  I live  in  Berkeley.  I was 
finding  it  simply  too  hard  to  grow  inwardly  when 
I had  to  put  a different  face  on  in  the  school  where 
I taught.  A few  years  before  I quit  teaching,  I 
came  down  the  ramp  one  day  from  the  English 
wing  and  encountered  a colleague  of  mine  from 
the  science  department.  He  stopped  me  to  say, 
“Mary  Ellen,  I want  you  to  know  that  my  children 
are  coming  along.  My  boy’s  going  to  be  a junior 
next  year  and  I’ve  had  him  put  in  your  English 
class.  I know  he’ll  get  a good  education  there.” 

We  talked  about  his  children  and  his  daughters 
who  would  be  attending  our  school  in  the  future 
and  so  forth.  After  we’d  passed  the  time  of  day, 
he  brought  up  his  clipboard  and  said,  “By  the  way, 

I wonder  if  you’d  sign  this  petition.  You  know 
we’ve  got  to  keep  the  gay  and  lesbian  people  out 
of  the  classroom.  We  simply  can’t  let  them  touch 
our  children.” 

I tell  you  this  story  not  because  my  experience 
is  unique.  It’s  not.  Homosexuals  are  accustomed 
to  living  with  that  kind  of  paradox  within  the 
heterosexual  world.  We  are  accustomed  to  being 
accepted  on  one  level  and  rejected  and  condemned 
on  another.  We  are  accustomed  to  being  included 
and  then,  when  the  truth  is  known,  expelled.  We 
are  accustomed  to  being  embraced  with  loving 
arms  and  then  rejected.  Living  with  that  kind  of 
paradox  creates  both  a tenacious  survival  power 
and  a deep  lack  of  trust.  I don’t  open  myself  to 
another  person  easily,  let  alone  to  a community 


of  people. 

Thus,  having  had  some  experiences  in  my  thirty- 
five  years  as  a lesbian  with  what  Catharine  and  I 
might  be  opening  ourselves  to,  we  did  not  make  our 
request  without  some  serious  thought.  But  I had 
received  so  much  unconditional  love  from  my 
Quaker  community,  more  than  I have  in  any  other 
part  of  the  world.  I called  Anton  Nelson  a week 
or  so  ago  and  I said,  “Can  you  remember  the  source 
of  that  paragraph  that  you  have  read  two  or  three 
times  in  the  last  seven  or  eight  years  at  Berkeley 
Meeting?”  I thought  at  one  point  that  it  was  the 
1973  Faith  and  Practice , but  I’ve  searched  it  and 
it’s  not  there.  I looked  through  the  working  pa- 
pers on  homosexuality  that  PYM  published  in  1974 
and  I can’t  find  it  there.  Maybe  it’s  an  epistle  that 
you  wrote  some  time.  But  it  is  a paragraph  that 
I’ve  heard  Anton  read,  and  whenever  he  does,  I 
weep  because  there  are  words  that  say  I’m  equal 
to  you. 

(Continued  on  page  6) 


Quaker  Quilt  Made  by  Children  of  PYM 
and  Sent  to  Refugee  Children  in  Mexico 
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(Same  Sex  Marriage:  Cont.  from  page  5) 

I remember  in  the  early  1980s  at  the  Religion 
and  Psychology  conference  we  had  an  evening 
where  everybody  sang  and  danced.  At  the  end 
of  one  such  evening,  everyone  was  in  a circle 
dancing.  Catharine  and  I were  in  the  circle 
dancing.  It  was  the  first  time  we  had  ever  danced 
together.  And  I suddenly  became  aware  that 
people  were  dropping  away  from  the  dance  and 
were  forming  a circle.  It  registered  on  my  con- 
scious mind  and  then  I let  it  go.  Then  suddenly 
I was  aware  that  we  were  the  only  two  people  in 
the  circle.  And  we  danced  and  we  danced  and  we 
danced.  I have  never  felt  so  held. 

In  1981  or  ’82, 1 don’t  remember  which  date 
and  I didn’t  look  it  up,  Berkeley  held  a threshing 
session  on  our  Meeting’s  feelings  toward  homo- 
sexuals among  us.  I went  to  that  threshing  session 
with  some  trepidation,  but  what  I heard  there  was 
enormously  supportive.  And  at  the  end  of  it,  some- 
one said  from  across  the  room,  “Why  don’t  you  ask 
us  to  marry  you?”  And  I said,  ”1  don’t  believe 
I’ve  earned  that  yet,  but  I would  like  to  someday.” 

Since  then  in  a much  more  prosaic  way,  you 
have  supported  me  and  my  equality  by  allowing  me 
the  responsibilities  in  the  Religious  Society  of 
Friends  that  you  give  to  everybody  else.  I have 
lots  of  jobs.  Such  support  allows  a minority  person 
the  experience  of  being  whole.  When  I am  loved 
unconditionally  and  operate  within  a group  on  an 
equal  basis  with  everyone,  my  individual  energies 
can  be  released  from  defending  myself  for  my  sur- 
vival to  redirecting  my  strength  so  that  I can  grow 
inwardly  and  share  the  human  experience  of  evolv- 
ing spiritually.  Indeed  it  was  because  my  Meeting 
was  so  convincing  to  me  in  its  acceptance  of 
Catharine  and  me  as  a couple  (we  entered  into 
membership  as  a couple),  that  I was  even  more 
startled  at  its  homophobic  resistances  to  our  mar- 
riage request.  I find  it  difficult,  Friends,  over  and 
over  again  to  explain  to  my  heart  how  I’m  an  equal 
enough  human  being  to  share  in  the  work  and  the 
committees  of  the  meeting,  but  not  equal  enough 
to  share  in  the  ceremonies  that  the  meeting  offers 
the  rest  of  its  members. 

During  this  two  years’  experience,  I’ve  grown 
from  a great  deal  of  pain.  We’ve  sat  through  a num- 


ber of  threshing  sessions  which  we  wanted  very 
much  to  be  a part  of  because  we  hoped  that  people 
would  be  honest  about  their  difficulties  with  our 
marriage  request.  We  truly  and  deeply  believed  that 
it  is  only  through  an  outward,  verbal  and  loving  ex- 
pression of  where  people  are  regardless  of  agreement 
that  we  can  begin  to  heal  wounds.  There  have  been 
private  conversations  that  we’ve  had  with  Friends 
who  have  come  to  us  and  said,  “We  know  we  aren’t 
where  you  would  like  us  to  be,  but  . . . .”  And  we 
have  been  privileged  to  be  a part  of  hearing  how 
Friends  work.  It  is  a beautiful  model  for  Catharine 
and  me  as  we  work  and  will  all  our  lives  on  many 
different  issues.  Friends  have  come  into  our  home 
on  a variety  of  different  kinds  of  occasions  and 
I’ve  heard  people  say  things  like,  “Gee,  I don’t 
know  what  I expected,  but  you  know  this  house 
is  nice.” 

I’ve  been  through  the  pain  of  sitting  in  Meeting 
for  Worship  watching  people  walk  through  the 
door  whom  I knew  were  stops  to  our  marriage,  and 
as  I sat  on  my  bench,  holding  Catharine’s  hand, 
it’s  been  difficult  for  me  to  center  down.  The 
angers  that  I have  about  the  discrimination  I’ve 
experienced  in  the  world  rise  up  in  me  in  my 
Meeting  for  Worship.  While  the  pain  of  that  has 
been  great,  it’s  been  positive  in  some  way  because 
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it’s  allowed  me  to  let  go  of  a lot  of  those  angers  as 
I’ve  had  to  re-live  them.  Probably,  one  of  the  most 
painful  things  is  being  physically  turned  away  from 
by  Friends  whom  I knew  supported  us  because  they 
didn’t  know  what  to  say  to  us  and  what  we  were 
experiencing.  That  made  us  feel  very  much  alone; 
and  we  needed  not  to  feel  alone  in  these  two  years. 

But  I have  also  learned  constantly  new  dimensions 
to  love,  and  they  do  not  stop.  Cycles  continue. 

And  sometimes  when  the  pain  is  simply  too  much 
to  endure,  I stay  away  from  Meeting.  Still,  even 
during  those  times,  someone  or  something  from  the 
larger  Quaker  community  touches  me  and  heals 
me,  and  I can  move  forward. 

At  times  I’ve  phoned  two  men  in  Pennsylvania 
who  have  worked  for  thirteen  years  in  Unami 
Meeting  toward  unity  on  same  sex  marriage.  You 
have  the  chance  to  see  the  minute  that  Unami 
Meeting  has  come  up  with  at  the  end  of  this  session. 

I have  been  heartened  when  I have  read  the  actions 
of  Morningside  Meeting  and  of  Grass  Valley  Meeting. 

At  one  point  when  I was  having  a lot  of  trouble, 

I came  across  the  Family  Relations  Committee  re- 
port from  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting  in  1984, 
and  here  are  a couple  of  sentences  from  it  that  were 
very  helpful  to  me.  “We  were  united  in  our  belief 
that  the  question  of  same  sex  marriage  is  not  one 
which  gay  and  lesbian  Friends  should  need  to  carry 
alone  within  the  Yearly  Meeting.  The  time  is  past 
when  we  keep  our  gay  and  lesbian  members  stand- 
ing at  the  door  while  it  is  decided  whether  or  not 
their  loving  relationships  are  as  worthy  in  the  eyes 
of  God  and  the  meeting  as  our  loving  heterosexual 
relationships.  The  burden  should  not  be  fully  on 
gay  and  lesbian  Friends  to  prove  the  validity  of 
same  sex  marriage,  but  rather  the  burden  is  on  all 
Friends  to  open  themselves  to  knowing  and  under- 
standing that  which  is  different.” 

We  have  received  courage  from  younger  Friends, 
and  some  even  older,  who  have  spoken  to  us  be- 
cause they  are  too  fearful  to  be  open  about  their 
lives  among  you.  Because,  frankly,  they  wonder 
whether  or  not  they  have  the  strength  to  take  what 
it  is  we  get  when  we  are  open  with  you. 

In  my  own  Meeting,  we’ve  climbed  many  moun- 
tains and  searched  many  passages.  I still  believe 
that  we  can  find  our  way  through  to  a place  where 


gays  and  lesbians  can  join  the  rest  of  our  spiritual 
community  who  hold  their  intimate  relationships 
tenderly  through  marriage.  Anne  Morrow 
Lindbergh  wrote,  “We  are  pioneers  trying  to  find  a 
new  path  through  the  maze  of  tradition,  conven- 
tion, and  dogma.”  Our  efforts  are  part  of  the  strug- 
gle to  mature  the  conception  of  relationships. 

Perhaps  one  paragraph  from  our  letter,  many 
times  over,  part  of  the  public  domain,  will  best 
represent  the  answer  to  the  question  of  why  we 
requested  marriage.  “In  what  way  can  the  act  of 
marriage,  the  celebrating  of  our  union,  the  taking 
of  our  partnership  under  the  care  of  the  meeting, 
improve  the  relationship  we  have?  Already  we 
have  made  a deep  commitment  to  one  another. 

We  draw  reverently  on  the  Source  in  our  day  to 
day  joys  and  conflicts,  seeking  to  make  our  rela- 
tionship a way  into  the  Light.  But  marriage  is  not 
only  a private  contract,  a personal  mystical  experi- 
ence. Rather,  to  have  a profound  effect  on  individ- 
uals as  they  live  in  the  world,  it  must  become  a 
shared  prayer,  an  act  of  worship  undertaken  in 
community  where  the  quality  of  the  partnership 
itself  affects  and  is  affected  by  the  quality  of  love 
in  the  larger  group.  Asking  ourselves  why  we 
seek  marriage  in  the  Meeting,  is  somewhat  like 
asking  why  we  sought  membership  in  the  Meeting. 
The  answers  are  similar.  We  seek  to  make  visible 
an  invisible  bond,  to  affirm  outwardly  an  inward 
commitment,  to  witness  to  a particular  truth  in  a 
way  that  will  help  it  hold  clearly  before  us  as  we 
strive  to  live  by  it.” 

Thank  you. 

Jim  Sane  tel: 

In  the  1940’s  the  Kinsey  Report  told  us  for  the 
first  time  that  approximately  ten  percent  of  adults 
are  principally  or  exclusively  attracted  to  members 
of  their  own  sex.  Kinsey  ranks  people  along  a con- 
tinuum from  zero,  exclusively  attracted  to  the  op- 
posite sex,  to  six,  exclusively  attracted  to  the  same 
sex.  A three  represented  equal  attractions  to  both 
sexes.  This  scale,  Kinsey  believed,  represented  a 
range  of  normal  human  behavior.  I am  close 
enough  to  a Kinsey  six  to  tell  you  that  I accept 
the  validity  of  this  scheme  and  I conclude  that  we, 

(Continued  on  page  8) 
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the  Kinsey  sixes,  and  fours,  and  fives,  are  a substan- 
tial and  real  and  enduring  part  of  humanity,  a part 
which  is  renewed  with  each  generation. 

The  United  Society  of  Believers  in  Christ’s 
Second  Appearing,  known  to  themselves  as  Believers, 
and  to  us  as  the  Shakers,  believed  that  the  denial 
of  the  sex  drive  is  a part  of  all  believers’  daily  cross. 
The  Baptists,  among  whom  I grew  up,  the  Catho- 
lics and  many  others,  believe  this  to  be  true  only 
for  the  unmarried,  and  most  especially  so  for  those 
who  are  attracted  to  their  own  sex.  The  Shakers’ 
testimony  is  something  familiar  to  us;  it’s  consis- 
tent with  a single  standard  of  truth.  Is  that  of  the 
others?  I think  not. 

I have  spoken  of  the  attraction,  and  what  I refer 
to  is  something  I hope  you  have  all  experienced, 
the  quickening  of  the  pulse,  the  extra  sparkle  in  the 
eye,  the  inability  to  stop  grinning,  a certain  shyness, 
or  perhaps  boldness,  in  the  presence  of  a special 
other.  This  is  not  love;  it  is  sex.  And  whether  it 
ever  finds  physical  expression,  this  first  attraction 
can  be  the  basis  of  a bond  made  firm  as  two  people 
come  to  know  each  other  fully.  This  is  true 
whether  the  initial  attraction  is  to  the  opposite  sex 
or  to  one’s  own  sex. 

Ten  years  ago,  here  in  Chico  at  my  first  Yearly 
Meeting,  my  life  was  changed  in  one  of  the  tender- 
est  moments  of  my  experience,  when  a man  held 
me  in  his  arms  and  told  me  that  his  dearest  hope 
was  to  find  a nice  Quaker  man,  get  married  under 
the  care  of  his  Meeting,  and  settle  down.  That 
hope  inspired  me  with  a similar  hope,  and  some 
months  later  as  I sat  with  a clearness  committee 
to  consider  my  membership  in  Santa  Monica 
Meeting,  this  was  one  of  the  questions  we  consider- 
ed. I was  told  that  it  would  not  be  possible  until  a 
dear,  aged  Friend  died.  A mistaken  idea  I think, 
for  that  Friend  is,  more  than  most,  open  to  the 
leadings  of  the  Light.  I also  asked  whether  I would 
be  permitted  to  teach  First  Day  School,  for  I was 
not  interested  in  second  class  membership.  You 
may  have  guessed  that  the  answer  to  that  question 
was  strongly  in  the  affirmative. 

At  New  Year’s  time  that  year  while  I lay  serious- 
ly ill  in  my  mother’s  house,  I received  a new  under- 
standing of  one  of  Jesus’  parables  that  had  often 


been  quoted  to  me  when  it  was  thought  that  I was 
failing  to  live  up  to  my  potential.  It  was  the  parable 
of  the  talents,  known  in  some  modern  translations 
as  the  precious  gifts.  And  I understood  that  the 
precious  gift  of  which  I had  been  granted  steward- 
ship was  my  homosexuality.  It  was  this  which  I 
must  invest  and  turn  to  some  account.  It  was  this 
which  would  enable  me  to  learn  my  special  lessons 
not  shared  by  others.  But  most  of  all,  it  was  a way 
to  learn  compassion,  God’s  love.  This  new  under- 
standing, and  my  hope  to  be  married  in  the  Meeting, 
have  ever  since  influenced  me  as  I have  sought  a 
life  partner.  And  they  have  led  me  for  the  last 
several  years,  interestingly  enough,  to  celibacy. 

Rick  Troth: 

Some  years  ago,  my  life  was  transformed  also. 
Nearly  fourteen  years  ago,  a very  special  man 
walked  into  my  life.  He  didn’t  come  riding  on  a 
white  steed,  and  he  wasn’t  a Quaker\  So  much  for 
plans. 

His  name  was  Tom.  Some  of  you  know  him, 
but  I suspect  most  of  you  don’t.  He’s  not  a mem- 
ber or  an  attender  of  the  Religious  Society  of 
Friends.  We  don’t  commonly  call  our  relationship 
a marriage.  We  refer  to  one  another  as  lovers, 
which  is  the  common  gay  vernacular.  It  doesn’t 
have  that  chic  connotation  that  most  of  you  might 
be  thinking.  It  means  that  we  are  two  people  who 
very  much  love  each  other  and  are  committed  to 
one  another  and  want  to  live  a life  together. 

Nevertheless,  it  occurs  to  me  that  in  fact  we  do 
have  a marriage.  We  have  a marriage  in  the  eyes 
of  God.  And  as  a marriage,  it’s  really  no  different 
than  any  of  yours.  We  have  the  same  joys,  and  we 
go  through  the  same  hassles.  The  laundry  needs 
doing.  We  hug  and  we  argue.  We’re  really  no  dif- 
ferent, but  we’re  treated  differently.  And  this  is 
mostly  in  very  subtle  ways,  ways  I don’t  even  think 
of.  For  instance,  it’s  very  difficult  for  me  to  show 
my  love  for  Tom  spontaneously  in  public  and  just 
hold  his  hand  when  we’re  walking  down  the  street. 
That  becomes  a political  act.  How  many  of  you 
can  say  that  about  your  lives:  it’s  a political  act 
to  hold  the  hand  of  someone  you  love?  I wish  it 
were  not  so. 

Our  relationship  has  no  legal  status.  Therefore, 
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we  need  to  go  out  of  our  way  to  ensure  legal  pro- 
tection, were  one  of  us  in  the  hospital  or  had  any 
other  legal  confrontation.  Unless  we  take  special 
legal  care,  there  will  be  no  recognition  of  the  valid- 
ity of  our  relationship.  Most  of  all,  what  hurts,  is 
that  the  expectation  of  my  marriage  is  different. 

It’s  not  expected  to  last.  The  fact  that  we’ve  been 
married  for  nearly  fourteen  years  may  perhaps 
represent  a longer  relationship  than  many  in  this 
room  have  had.  Even  among  Friends,  however, 
there  is  the  expectation  that  this  isn’t  somehow  a 
“real”  marriage. 

In  all  relationships,  we  grow  and  we  change. 

Tom  and  I are  going  through  a crossroads  in  our 
relationship  now  and  it’s  uncertain  to  us  that,  de- 
spite our  great  love  for  one  another,  we  will  con- 
tinue to  be  life  partners.  I have  a great  hope  that 
we  will,  but  it’s  still  uncertain.  And  the  question 
that  comes  to  my  mind  is,  will  we  be  supported 
in  whatever  direction  we  take  in  the  same  way  as 
a heterosexual  couple  would  be?  Where  is  our 
support  network?  If,  God  forbid,  Bob  and 
Asenath  Young  should  get  divorced,  I think  there 
would  be  many  condolences  come  their  way  from 
Friends  to  them  as  individuals  and  as  a couple,  and 
many  of  us  would  say,  “Gee,  they  seem  like  such  a 
perfect  couple,  and  they  were  together  so  many 
years.”  And  if  worse  should  come  to  worst  (if  that 
is  worst)  and  Tom  and  I go  on  different  roads,  who 
will  be  there?  Who  will  hold  our  hands  and  say, 

“It’s  a pity.  You  have  had  such  a wonderful  rela- 
tionship.” 

Herein,  Friends,  I believe  lies  the  value  of  having 
a marriage  under  the  care  of  Meeting.  Certainly, 
this  is  not  the  choice  that  all  of  us  would  make. 

It’s  not  the  choice  that  Tom  and  I made.  But  the 
importance  of  a marriage  under  the  care  of  Meeting 
I think  can  be  summed  up  in  one  word:  validation. 
We  gay  and  lesbian  people  live  in  a world  which 
constantly  invalidates  our  very  being.  Not  just  a 
critique  of  what  we  do,  but  it  invalidates  our  very 
being.  A marriage  is  a sacrament.  It  is  a place 
where  we  come  together  and  say,  “In  the  presence 
of  God  and  these  our  Friends,  we  promise  to  be 
loving  and  faithful  partners  as  long  as  we  both  shall 
live.”  That’s  a powerful  form  of  validation.  Friends. 


Jorge  Hernandez  and  Peter  U’Ren,  Mexico 
City  Meeting,  at  PYM 


I want  to  speak  briefly  of  my  experience  at 
Orange  Grove  Meeting  when  we  had  a threshing 
session  on  same  sex  marriage.  That  was  one  of  the 
most  painful  experiences  I have  undergone,  and 
also  perhaps  one  of  the  most  enriching.  I think  I 
went  into  it  a little  naively  that  these  wonderful 
people  whom  I dearly  love,  who  have  always  been 
very  supportive  of  me,  would  really  have  no  prob- 
lem in  dealing  with  a same  sex  marriage.  I expected 
the  legal  problem  would  come  up.  But  one  Friend 
whom  I felt  especially  close  to  told  me  in  essence, 
“You’re  not  right  with  God,  Friend.”  That  was 
like  a knife  in  my  heart.  For  any  person  to  tell 
another  that  they  are  not  right  with  God.  . . I 
can’t  imagine  doing  that.  ...  As  you  can  see,  there 
there’s  still  some  pain. 

It  has  been  a time  of  healing,  though.  I’ve  been 
growing  closer  to  that  Friend,  and  he  to  me.  I 
think  the  Holy  Spirit  is  really  at  work.  I was  thank- 
ful for  the  opportunity,  despite  that  pain,  for  homo- 
phobia in  my  Meeting  to  come  out  of  the  closet. 
Perhaps  I should  define  that  term,  homophobia.  It 
merely  means  the  fear  of  homosexuality  or  homo- 
sexuals. It  is  often  expressed  indirectly. 

( Continued  on  page  10) 
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The  question  which  is  central  here  is  do  we  be- 
lieve in  our  testimony  on  equality,  or  don’t  we? 

If  we  don’t  believe  it,  let  us  be  honest  and  say  so. 

I really  see  the  same  sex  marriage  issue  as  an  issue 
of  equality,  no  different  an  equality  issue  than 
slavery  was  two  hundred  years  ago  in  our  Religious 
Society.  But  I have  faith  in  the  workings  of  the 
Holy  Spirit,  in  the  Inner  Light  from  which  we  seek 
to  draw  as  Friends.  I believe  that  one  day,  one  day 
soon  I hope,  Friends  will  come  to  unity  on  this 
issue  of  equality.  Then  unions  like  Tom’s  and 
mine  will  have  the  same  validation  as  the  presently 
recognized  commitments  of  our  Meeting.  At  that 
point,  Friends,  we  could  truly  say  that  we  believe 
in  equality  and  practice  equality.  We  would  also 
realize  that  we  would  be  morally  obligated  to 
change  those  laws  and  those  values  in  our  culture 
which  discriminate  against  people  who  are  different. 
Thank  you,  Friends. 

Bob  Jolly: 

My  wife  Connie  and  I are  members  of  Berkeley 
Meeting.  She  will  speak  following  my  presentation. 
We  are  the  parents  of  a lesbian  daughter,  Margarett, 
whom  many  of  you  know.  She  grew  up  in  Pacific 
Yearly  Meeting.  She  is  now  twenty-eight.  We  have 
known  about  her  being  a lesbian  for  eleven  years. 


Bob  Jolly  Teaching  Swimming  at  PYM 


We  first  learned  this  at  Yearly  Meeting,  out  in  the 
campground,  and  whenever  Connie  and  I want  to, 
when  things  get  dull  around  the  house  and  we  want 
to  have  an  argument,  we  try  to  decide  whether  it 
was  Chico  or  St.  Mary’s.  But  I do  know  it  was  in 
the  campground. 

Most  of  that  time,  we  have  tried  to  be  as  suppor- 
tive of  Margarett  as  we  could.  We’ve  gone  through 
a number  of  stages  of  this.  It  began  with  a sort  of 
denial,  and  then  we  said,  “It’s  just  a phase  and 
you’ll  get  over  it.”  Then  gradually  we  learned  that 
we  just  have  to  accept  it.  Some  of  that  process  has 
been  difficult,  but  much  of  it  has  widened  our  ex- 
perience. We’re  active  in  an  organization  called 
Parents  and  Friends  of  Lesbians  and  Gays  and  that 
is  an  outlet  for  us  for  political  activities  in  this 
area;  it’s  also  a very  good  support  group  but  I don’t 
have  time  to  go  more  into  that  now. 

I’d  like  to  tell  two  stories  which  connect  with 
this  whole  thing.  The  first  is  directed  mainly  to 
the  men  in  the  room.  That  might  sound  like  a 
technique  just  to  get  the  women’s  attention,  but 
I really  mean  it.  The  story  that  I’d  like  to  tell  is 
about  my  development  away  from  homophobia 
which  Rick  has  defined  for  you  as  a fear  of  homo- 
sexuals. I think  this  progress  has  been  for  me  a 
growth  spiritually  as  well  as  in  other  ways.  But  ten 
or  fifteen  years  ago  if  you  had  asked  me  what  I 
thought  of  homosexuals  my  answer  would  have 
been  that  they  are  strange,  sometimes  pathetic 
people,  and  slightly  menacing  and  to  be  avoided  at 
all  costs.  One  shouldn’t  have  a friend  who’s  a 
homosexual,  and  the  main  reason  is  that  someone 
might  think  you’re  homosexual.  And  I think  to 
the  men  in  this  room  this  will  sound  familiar. 

Now,  how  did  I get  that  way?  I don’t  know 
the  extent  to  which  I was  being  indoctrinated  cul- 
turally to  be  homophobic,  but  one  of  the  things 
that  reinforced  it  was  a number  of  encounters  with 
homosexual  men.  One  of  the  first  that  I remember 
was  in  the  shower  room  of  a YMCA  in  Santa  Bar 
Barbara  when  I was  fifteen  years  old;  and  at  that 
time  there  was  a laying  on  of  the  hands  which  was 
not  in  the  sense  of  a religious  ceremony.  That  was 
a confusing  experience  to  me.  As  I grew  older,  it 
wasn’t  confusing,  it  just  became  something  that  I 
became  irritated  about  or  became  angry  and  felt 
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always  justified  in  that  anger  because  of  support 
from  the  male  community.  I remember  riding  in 
a New  York  subway  once  and  having  another  man 
stare  at  me  very  fixedly  and  very  disturbingly. 
Another  time,  I was  in  a dormitory  at  Columbia 
University  at  night  sleeping;  a man  came  in  and 
again  put  his  hands  on  me.  I was  scared  to  death, 
yelled,  and  chased  him  out  of  the  room. 

These  experiences  have  varied  between  this 
kind  of  thing  and  very  benign  and  tentative  ap- 
proaches where  sometimes  the  other  man  would 
make  an  approach  and  hold  back  very  discreetly 
and  very  tactfully.  There’ve  been  a couple  of  those 
with  persons  who  were  friends  of  mine.  The  dis- 
comfort and  fear  that  was  engendered  by  these  ex- 
periences, as  I said,  has  been  heavily  reinforced  by 
the  jokes  that  men  tell  and  the  macho  conversations 
of  all  kinds  that  go  with  that. 

I think  Margarett’s  announcement  began  to  move 
me  away  from  what  I would  call  a pretty  well- 
developed  homophobia.  And  I think  the  only 
worse  development  in  homophobia  would  be  one  in 
which  a person  would  be  involved  in  violence  against 
a homosexual.  I never  did  act  violently,  I’m  happy 
to  say.  But  many  men  feel  justified  in  inflicting 
violence  on  homosexual  men.  This  process  of  com- 
ing to  awareness  for  me  is  not  completely  finished. 
I’m  still  struggling  with  it. 

The  second  story  illustrates  the  inequality  issue 
that  has  been  talked  about  already.  Three  years 
ago  our  son  got  married  in  Portland,  Oregon.  Our 
family  came  together  to  drive  up  to  Portland  to 
meet  him  and  his  wife  to  be.  We  picked  up 
Margarett,  who  flew  from  New  York,  at  the  San 
Francisco  airport  and  started  driving  north.  As 
our  youngest  daughter  Catherine,  Connie  and  I 
and  Margarett  drove  through  the  night,  a nice  at- 
mosphere developed.  There  was  something  about 
that  kind  of  intimacy  and  protective  atmosphere 
which  helped  me  ask  Margarett  how  she  felt  about 
going  to  this  marriage.  She  replied  that  she  was  dis- 
turbed by  it,  that  it  was  upsetting  to  her.  She 
didn’t  go  into  details,  but  I knew  what  she  meant, 
that  she  could  not  have  a marriage  if  she  wanted 
one  some  day.  I noticed  that  at  the  reception  after 
the  marriage,  she  and  her  younger  sister,  when 
other  people  gathered  around  the  wedding  cake, 


taking  pictures  and  all  that,  were  off  on  a little 
hike  of  their  own  in  a nearby  park.  That  kind  of 
epitomizes  the  inequality  aspect  of  it.  I’d  like  to 
stop  here  and  ask  Connie  to  speak. 

Connie  Jolly: 

I do  feel  impelled  to  add  something  to  what 
Bob  has  said  about  unwelcome  sexual  advances  on 
him.  I was  sexually  molested  three  times  by  men 
as  a child  and  as  a teenager.  These  were  not  gay 
men. 

I am  glad  that  Paul  and  Blair  Jolly  were  married 
at  Multnomah  Meeting  three  years  ago  yesterday, 
because  in  the  intervening  time  Multnomah,  like  so 
many  other  Friends  Meetings,  has  been  discussing 
this  issue  of  same  sex  marriage.  And  if  a lesbian 
or  gay  couple  had  come  before  that  meeting  and 
the  meeting  had  not  been  able  to  unite  in  approving 
that  marriage  the  way  they  greeted  our  son  and 
daughter-in-law  with  open  arms,  it  would  have 
been  extremely  painful,  and  the  inequality  would 
have  been  even  more  stark.  I would  not  have  been 
able  to  rejoice  in  the  marriage  as  I did.  The  entire 
Meeting  did  the  wedding  and  performed  the  mar- 
riage, and  Blair  and  Paul  feel  such  a part  of  that 
Meeting  that  when  they  finish  their  stint  at 
Scattergood  Friends  School  a year  from  now,  they 
plan  to  return  to  Portland. 

About  three  years  ago,  or  a little  more,  at 
Christmas  time,  there  was  a fire  in  Berkeley 
Meeting,  and  much  of  the  meeting  house  was  de- 
stroyed. It  was  Mary  Ellen  McNelly  and  Catharine 
Lucas,  more  than  anybody  else,  who  organized  the 
rebuilding  of  the  Meetinghouse.  Many,  many  people 
helped,  but  it  was  they  especially  who  put  their 
work  and  their  hearts  and  their  souls  into  making 
it  a spectacularly  beautiful  Meetinghouse.  The  first 
time  I went  back  (we  had  to  worship  elsewhere  for 
a few  weeks),  I looked  around  at  the  freshly  painted 
walls  and  the  freshly  painted  pews  and  everything 
was  so  beautiful.  I didn’t  close  my  eyes  once  dur- 
ing that  meeting.  I just  took  it  all  in,  and  I said, 
“This  room  has  been  prepared  for  a wedding.” 

It  wasn’t  very  long  after  that  that  they  applied 
for  marriage,  and  I thought,  “Oh,  halleluiah,  they 
are  going  to  open  the  way  for  our  daughter 

(Continued  on  page  12) 
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Margarett  and  perhaps  for  all  the  others  who  stood 
a short  time  ago,  and  maybe  Berkeley  Meeting  will 
lead  the  way.”  I was  overly  optimistic. 

Just  very  recently,  a young  couple,  a heterosexu- 
al couple,  applied  for  marriage  in  Berkeley  Meeting, 
a young  man  whose  family  were  members.  He’d 
been  brought  up  in  the  Meeting,  and  the  Meeting 
was  rejoicing  that  this  young  man  who’d  been 
brought  up  in  the  Meeting  brought  his  beloved 
intended  to  the  Meeting  so  their  union  could  be 
blessed.  And  a few  of  us  at  the  Monthly  Meeting 
where  this  was  to  be  approved,  very,  very  quickly, 
stood  up  and  said,  “Don’t  you  realize  what  you’re 
doing?  Don’t  you  see  the  inequality,  don’t  you 
see  the  wounds  that  you  are  inflicting  on  our  be- 
loved members  who’ve  been  waiting  so  long?” 

Well,  I was  eldered.  I was  taken  aside.  I was  told, 
“What  are  you  doing?  Do  you  really  want  to  stand 
in  the  way  of  this  young  couple?”  And  of  course 
I didn’t.  I wrote  to  them  and  I said  that  it  wasn’t 
my  intention  to  block  their  marriage.  But  I did 
want  the  Meeting  to  realize  what  it  was  doing. 

I think  there  is  a river  rising  among  us.  Jim 
Sanetel  said  that  Kinsey  reports  that  ten  percent 
of  the  population  are  toward  the  homosexual  end 
of  the  scale.  Among  Quakers  I think  it  is  a much 
higher  percentage.  There  was  a report  in  “Talk  of 
the  Town”  in  The  New  Yorker  about  the  Lesbian 
Gay  Freedom  Day  parade  in  New  York.  It  talked 
about  the  gay  religious  contingent  reporting  that 
there  were  five  Seventh  Day  Adventists,  three 
Lutherans,  and  too  many  Quakers  to  count!  A few 
brave  Friends  have  asked  their  Meetings  to  marry 
them.  Many,  many,  many  more  will  follow.  There 
is  a river.  And  when  there  is  a very  strong  current, 
people  who  feel  uncomfortable  with  that  current 
have  an  obligation  to  really  look  and  learn  and  con- 
sider and  talk  and  be  as  open  as  possible  to  what 
that  current  carries.  Then  if  they  feel  that  this  cur- 
rent is  something  that  is  really,  fundamentally, 
morally  wrong,  Friends  have  an  obligation  to  stand 
in  the  way,  to  dam  the  river.  But  they  must  say  so, 
and  they  must  say  why.  And  I do  hope  that  all  of 
us  who  stood  up  a little  while  ago  will  not  label 
these  expressions  of  deep,  fundamental  discomfort. 
I hope  we  can  listen  and  I hope  we  can  open  the 
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kind  of  dialogues  that  Rick  Troth  opened  with  his 
friend  in  his  Meeting. 

Others  who  don’t  feel  that  they  must  dam  the 
river,  but  still  don’t  feel  entirely  comfortable  with 
the  flow  of  the  current,  have  an  obligation,  I think, 
to  stand  aside,  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  river, 
whether  or  not  they  are  recorded  as  standing  aside. 
If  they  feel  that  the  entire  sense  of  the  Meeting  is 
carrying  the  river  forward  and  they  cannot  go  with 
the  river,  they  should  stand  aside  and  their  standing 
aside  should  be  honored  and  seen  as  a gift  so  that 
the  river  may  flow  forward.  As  for  myself,  I have 
to  keep  reminding  myself,  you  can’t  push  the  river. 

Jane  Peers: 

Friends,  we  feel  that  it  is  very  important  that 
you  hear  what  Asenath  Young,  who  was  on  the 
Discipline  Committee  and  is  now  on  Ministry  and 
Oversight,  and  I think  has  been  on  both  of  those 
committees  several  times,  what  Asenath  Young 
will  bring  to  this  discussion  and  Lois  Bailey  from 
Grass  Valley  Meeting. 

Asenath  Young: 

Now  to  bring  to  this  dialogue  some  history  of 
where  I feel  we  are  as  a Religious  Society.  In  the 
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beginning,  early  Quakers  developed  the  form  of 
Meeting  being  responsible  for  the  marriage  of  its 
members  without  clergy.  It  was  not  within  the 
law,  but  it  was  the  way  that  Quakers  felt  that  a 
marriage  should  be  done.  In  a few  years  the  law 
was  changed  to  accept  this  form.  It  is  the  form 
we  now  use.  But  first,  we  must  always  realize, 
that  it  was  a religious  expression  and  that  the  law 
changed  later. 

In  more  recent  times,  and  I’m  skipping  a couple 
of  hundred  years  because  of  time  constraints, 

Friends  began  to  speak  out  about  their  sexual  pref- 
erences and  we  began  to  talk  about  homosexuality. 
There  are  a number  of  Quaker  pamphlets,  one 
from  England,  one  from  Pendle  Hill,  one  from  our 
own  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting  under  the  care  of 
Ministry  and  Oversight;  and  these  showed  a chang- 
ing and  a questioning  of  our  attitudes.  This  was  in 
the  late  sixties,  early  seventies,  and  were  a begin- 
ning as  Friends  began  to  talk  a great  deal  about  the 
differences  and  the  similarities  of  our  sexual  prefer- 
ences. 

On  this  sheet  that  has  been  prepared,  there  are 
a number  of  comments  from  various  Monthly 
Meetings  or  Yearly  Meetings.  I think  there  are  four- 
teen different  Yearly  Meetings  quoted  about  mar- 
riage commitment  with  same  sex.  We  have  included 
everything  in  it— from  the  Iowa  conservative  Meetings 
to  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meetings— and  it  shows  a 
wide  range  of  experience  and  of  consideration.  I 
think  that  it  is  with  this  flow  of  talk  and  concern 
that  the  Faith  and  Practice  of  this  Yearly  Meeting 
was  written.  In  it,  we  sought  to  make  an  opening 
so  that  Friends,  heterosexual  or  homosexual 
Friends,  could  be  married  under  the  care  of  the 
Meeting.  As  you  know,  the  Discipline,  Faith  and 
Practice , is  not  a law  handed  down.  It  is  an  open- 
ing so  that  Monthly  Meetings  can  make  the  de- 
cision as  to  whether  to  marry  a couple  or  not.  And 
it  is  important  for  us  to  realize  that  it  puts  the  con- 
versation, the  thoughts  and  the  process,  back  to 
the  Monthly  Meetings  to  consider.  All  the  Discipline 
or  Faith  and  Practice  gives,  is  the  opening  and  the 
way  that  it  can  be  done. 

Therefore,  as  you  have  heard,  various  Monthly 
Meetings  have  taken  on  this  concern  as  they  have 


been  asked,  and  others,  in  reading  the  State  of 
Society  reports,  have  already  questioned  this  as  a 
part  of  the  things  that  they  should  look  at  and  that 
they  should  consider,  whether  they  have  been  asked 
to  by  a certain  couple  or  not.  It  is  the  concern  of 
Ministry  and  Oversight  Committee  that  we  in 
Monthly  Meetings  be  willing  to  form  clearness  com- 
mittees or  threshing  sessions  and  discuss  our  diver- 
sities and  conflicts.  We  will  grow  if  we  seek  openly 
for  the  solutions  to  these  questions  for  ourselves. 

In  all  of  this  we  must  remember  that  the  two 
people  who  ask  for  marriage  under  care  of  Meeting 
love  each  other,  which  requires  of  us  that  first  and 
always  first  we  must  be  sure  to  care  for  them.  We 
can  avoid  some  hurt  if  we  establish  a person  or  a 
committee  who  will  be  willing  to  be  a liason  be- 
tween the  Meeting  and  the  couple  so  that  the 
couple  doesn’t  wonder  what  is  happening  during 
the  deliberations.  As  Quakers  we  know  that  de- 
liberations can  take  a long  time,  and  that  we  must 
hold  the  couple  in  tender  care  during  them.  It  is  a 
lonely  time  for  them  and  they  need  the  tenderness 
that  Quakers  are  capable  of  giving. 

Now  we  all  ask  for  tenderness  through  diversity 
and  change.  It  doesn’t  matter  where  we  are  in  that 
continuum,  we  still  ask  for  the  same  tenderness  for 
all  Friends.  Everyone  needs  it.  We  all  have  thoughts 
that  hurt  in  facing  questions  we  are  not  familiar 
with.  We  have  fears  sometimes  we  can’t  express. 

In  our  Quakerly  way,  let  us  speak  to  each  other 
from  our  hearts,  and  let  us  listen  not  just  to  words, 
but  to  the  depth  of  experience  from  which  these 
words  come. 

Lois  Bailey: 

I’m  from  Grass  Valley  Meeting,  and  I’m  sure  you 
are  all  curious  as  to  how  it  was  in  our  Meeting.  Per- 
haps some  of  you  have  read  the  article  in  the  July 
1987  issue  of  Friends  Bulletin  which  describes  a 
little  bit  about  the  minute  which  hadbeen  approved 
at  our  Meeting  in  May.  But  I would  like  to  sum- 
marize it  briefly  in  case  some  of  you  are  not  famil- 
iar with  that. 

It  was  in  August  of  1986,  about  a year  ago,  that 
Janet  and  Violette  in  our  Meeting  requested  a clear- 
ness committee  to  help  them  “clarify  and  prepare 

(Continued  on  page  14) 
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The  PYM  Quaker  Peace  Tour  to  the  U.S.S.R.,  1987, 
wearing  “official  tee  shirts.  ” Back  row:  Beatrice 
Miller,  Peter  Hodson,  Bernard  Chalip,  Olya  Mironova 
(Russian  guide),  Nancy  Harjan,  Cliff  Cole,  Harry  Bailey, 
Tom  King,  Julie  Harlow,  Steve  Birdlebough.  Between 
back  and  next  row:  Hermione  Baker.  Middle  row:  Melissa 
Lovett,  David  Calderon,  Carl  Anderson,  Johanna  Sibbett, 
Sally  Davis,  Karen  Street.  Next  row:  Jeanne  Lohmann, 
Lois  Bailey,  Rusi  Gustafson,  Barbara  Caplow,  Margaret 
Hodson.  In  front:  Kay  Anderson,  Alice  Chalip. 

( Same  Sex  Marriage:  Cont.  from  page  13) 

for  the  journey  of  [their]  life  together  in  a com- 
mitted relationship.”  The  committee  was  appoin- 
ted and  met  five  times  during  the  Fall  with  the 
couple.  Early  Janet  and  Violette  in  these  sessions 
made  very  clear  to  us  that  they  would  like  to  call 
their  commitment  a marriage. 

The  clearness  committee  included  all  the  ques- 
tions that  we  would  ask  of  a heterosexual  couple 
and  more.  Five  sessions  is  much  more  than  usual. 

The  discussions  were  frank,  open  and  deep.  We 
asked  about  each  of  their  backgrounds,  how  long 
they  were  acquainted,  their  temperaments,  their 
differences.  Could  they  communicate  well,  did 
they  have  patience,  did  they  have  a sense  of  hu- 
mor? If  they  discovered  troubles  in  their  marriage, 
would  they  be  willing  to  go  to  counseling,  either 
with  the  Meeting  or  outside  the  Meeting?  We  asked 
them  about  their  religious  beliefs,  their  feelings, 
their  aspirations,  their  attitudes,  the  attitudes  of 


their  families,  the  attitudes  of  their  children.  One 
of  our  women  had  two  adopted  children,  the  other 
her  own  child  from  a former  relationship.  We  asked 
them  what  they  believed  about  monogamy  and 
fidelity.  What  about  their  finances,  property,  and 
so  on? 

By  January  of  this  year,  the  committee  was  very 
clear  about  what  they  wanted  to  recommend  to 
the  Meeting.  So  they  brought  a recommendation, 
a hearty  recommendation,  that  there  be  a marriage 
under  the  care  of  the  Meeting  for  Janet  and  Violette. 
The  Business  Meeting  responded  by  accepting  the 
recommendation,  approving  the  relationship,  but 
finding  no  unity  on  whether  we  could  use  the  word 
“marriage.” 

Next,  there  were  several  months  of  discussion. 

We  discussed  it  at  Business  Meetings;  we  had  two 
threshing  sessions;  we  had  a special  Called  Meeting, 
and  we  had  a special  committee  of  eight  people 
with  varying  opinions  who  struggled  with  the  word- 
ing of  a possible  minute  which  they  felt  could  be 
approved  by  the  Meeting  and  which  would  allow 
for  the  people  who  had  some  reservations.  On 
May  3,  1987,  after  a statement  by  the  clerk  of  the 
meaning  of  the  Quaker  term  “to  stand  aside”  and 
after  more  discussions  and  modifications  of  the 
minute  under  consideration,  we  adopted  the 
following  minute  which  was  approved  with  five 
people  recorded  as  standing  aside: 

“Janet  Bullock  and  Violette  Duroux  have  re- 
quested that  they  be  married  under  the  care  of 
Grass  Valley  Friends  Meeting.  The  clearness  com- 
mittee appointed  to  meet  with  them  has  heartily 
recommended  that  this  request  be  approved.  We 
are  united  in  recognizing  Janet  and  Violette’s  com- 
mitment to  each  other.  After  long  searching  and 
much  discussion,  the  meeting  has  agreed  to  pro- 
ceed with  celebrating  this  commitment  as  a mar- 
riage, with  the  exception  of  several  Friends  who 
still  have  reservations  but  do  not  wish  to  stand  in 
the  way.  Of  these  latter,  the  following  wish  to  be 
recorded.”  And  we  recorded  the  five  names. 

This  has  been  a long  process  for  our  Meeting. 

We  have  come  to  know  one  another  more  deeply. 

We  are  able  to  be  more  open,  sharing  negative  as 
well  as  positive  feelings.  Every  one  of  us  has 
grown,  stretched  both  hearts  and  minds  with  our 
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different  points  of  view.  “You’re  diluting,  rede- 
fining the  word  marriage.”  “We’re  expanding  it, 
enriching  it.”  “Why  not  be  satisfied  with  a cere- 
mony of  commitment?”  “That  makes  them  feel 
like  second  class  citizens.  They  are  being  judged 
less,  different,  other.”  “What  will  the  wider  com- 
munity think?”  “We  can  just  say  this  is  not  a legal 
marriage;  it  is  a Quaker,  religious  ceremony  of 
marriage.”  And  so  on,  and  on. 

We  have  in  some  of  these  sessions  spoken  in 
anger,  irritation,  and  impatience  with  one  another. 
We  have  also  felt  and  expressed  love,  caring,  and 
patience.  I really  believe  that  we  have  come  to  a 
place  where  we  can  now  accept  the  fact  that  we 
have  different  perceptions  as  we  reaffirm  at  the 
same  time  our  love  and  respect  for  one  another. 
During  the  coming  months,  we  will  use  our  new 
ability  to  speak  with  each  other  on  a deeper  level. 
We  will  continue  to  discuss  controversial  issues, 
for  example,  Quaker  decision-making  process.  Our 
decision  was  questioned  by  a few  people  feeling 
that  it  was  not  proper  Quaker  process,  whereas 
some  of  us  felt  it  was.  Christian  and  non-Christian 
terminology.  The  meaning  of  marriage.  These 
things  we  will  continue  to  discuss.  But  now  we 
will  share  wifh  new  openness,  a new  appreciation 
of  our  Meeting  as  our  extended  family  whom  we 
love  no  matter  what.  Meanwhile,  the  arrangements 
committee  has  been  appointed  and  the  marriage  is 
planned  for  early  Fall. 

Two  readings  that  I would  like  to  recommend 
are  first,  a small  pamphlet  which  is  free  for  a single 
copy  called  “About  Our  Children,  About  Homo- 
sexuality,” published  by  the  Parents  and  Friends 
of  Lesbians  and  Gays.  Their  address  is  P.  O.  Box 
24565,  Los  Angeles,  CA  90024.  It’s  a very  small 
pamphlet  in  four  languages.  Secondly,  I found 
much  guidance  in  being  the  clerk  of  the  Meeting 
in  Michael  Sheeran’s  book,  Beyond  Majority  Rule. 
This  book  is  written  by  a Catholic,  as  so  many 
good  books  about  Quakers  are! 

In  conclusion,  a word  or  two  to  other  Meetings 
who  will  be  working  with  this  issue,  I am  sure,  in 
the  coming  months  and  the  years  ahead.  Many  of 
the  good  suggestions  given  yesterday  morning  in 
regards  to  our  different  points  of  view  on  Christian 
terminology  apply  in  this  area  as  well,  I believe. 


Let  us  remember  tolerance  and  tenderness.  Let 
us  respect  and  value  one  another’s  truth.  And  as 
has  been  said,  Faith  and  Practice , the  Discipline 
Committee,  the  M & O,  have  opened  the  door  for 
us  now.  Grass  Valley  Meeting  has  timidly  stepped 
through.  My  advice  is  to  always  end  your  meetings 
with  a group  hug  no  matter  what  your  sessions, 
your  discussion  sessions,  your  threshing  sessions, 
no  matter  how  it  wrenches  you  and  how  deeply 
people  speak  from  their  gut  emotions  and  feelings. 

[Editor’s  Note:  Minutes  and  other  statements 
made  by  Meetings  in  other  Yearly  Meetings  regard- 
ing recognition  of  sexual  equality  and  same  sex 
marriages  may  be  obtained  by  writing  Connie 
Jolly,  3951  Oakmore  Road,  Oakland,  CA  94602.] 

Friendly  Folklore 

by  David  Scofield  Wilson,  Davis  Meeting 

Quakers  in  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Religious 
Society  of  Friends  often  indicate  pleasure  and  ap- 
proval during  a “Meeting  for  Worship  on  the  occa- 
sion of  business”  by  raising  both  arms  above  their 
heads  and  waggling  their  hands.  The  context  makes 
it  evident  that  this  gesture  amounts  to  a kind  of 
“Quaker  applause.”  How  prevalent  this  nonverbal 
expression  is  in  other  Yearly  Meetings  or  Confer- 
ences of  Friends  remains  to  be  discovered;  intelli- 
gence on  this  demographic  dimension  will  be  wel- 
come. But  widespread  or  not,  the  meaning  of  this 
“idiom”  and  its  appropriateness  to  Quaker  “dia- 
logue” remains  to  be  determined. 

Both  the  meaning  and  appropriateness  of  this 
idiom  in  Friends’  gatherings  became  problematic 
for  those  attending  PYM  at  Chico,  California, 

August  2-8,  1987,  when  “a  weighty  elder,”  Ed 
Morgenroth,  termed  the  gesture  “fake  applause” 
and  “a  fraud  that  had  crept  into  Pacific  Yearly 
Meeting.”  Evidently  PYM  Friends  lack  unity  on 
the  tenor  of  this  outward  witness  to  inward  affect. 

Intrigued  by  the  apparent  dissonance  between 
what  the  “applauders”  meant  to  mean  and  what 
others  took  them  to  mean,  we  asked  several 
Friends  what  the  gesture  meant  and  when  and 
how  it  had  entered  the  Meeting.  One  explained 
with  an  air  of  assurance  that  it  was  “Sufi  applause” 
brought  in  to  the  Meeting  by  “the  Jorgensens.” 

(Continued  on  page  16) 
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Friendly  Folklore:  Cont.  from  page  15) 

Another  just  as  confidently  explained  that  it  de- 
veloped in  jail  as  a means  of  indicating  approval 
and  support  to  their  representatives  engaged  in 
seeking  consensus  on  positions  to  be  taken  vis-a- 
vis  their  jailers.  Another  assured  us  it  was  a 
“natural”  expression  of  joy.  Another  that  it  was 
a form  of  applause  congenial  to  the  hearing  dis- 
abled. And  another  said  it  was  introduced 
“several  years  ago  at  PYM”  by  former  Clerk,  Bob 
Vogel,  as  “more  selective  and  less  noisy”  than 
handclapping. 

Like  other  religious  folks,  Friends  seek  the  will 
of  God  in  certain  matters  of  belief  and  behavior, 
and  there  may  yet  be  occasion  to  wait  on  the  light 
for  guidance  in  this.  The  normative  question  aside, 
however,  the  historical  truth  and  the  rhetorical  con- 
tent of  this  idiom  remain  to  be  discerned,  and  the 
two  are  quite  distinct. 

The  historian  will  seek  the  “true  story”  of  how 
the  practice  came  into  the  Meeting  and  what  the 
persons  introducing  it  meant  to  realize  by  its  adop- 
tion. In  pursuit  of  such  insight  every  account  and 
every  informant  will  be  weighed.  Memories  are 
selective  and  bias  inevitable.  To  historians  and 
archivists,  the  matter  of  whether  Friend  Vogel,  or 
Friends  Jorgensen  or  others,  introduced  the  prac- 
tice, and  when,  will  be  central.  Address  intelligence 
on  this  to  our  PYM  Historian  and  Archivist  Ben 
Levine,  2626  Cloverfield  Blvd.,  Apt.  5,  Santa 
Monica,  California  90405. 

Folklorists  on  the  other  hand  seek  the  meaning 
of  customary  gestures  to  those  who  enact  them. 
They  are  inclined  to  grant  the  rhetorical  and  ex- 
pressive value  to  the  folk  group  of  all  accounts  of 
origin  and  attributions  of  meaning,  however  dis- 
sonant. 

Overlapping  “histories”  and  “meanings”  seem 
to  folklorists  not  so  much  to  present  contradictory 
accounts  as  to  realize  the  deeper  order  and  thick 
texture  of  expressive  and  cognitive  life  within  the 
group.  If  we  assume  for  the  sake  of  discussion 
that  no  one  explanation  of  what  the  gesture  means 
or  is  worth  is  true  and  others  mistaken,  then  the 
“Quaker”  applause  at  PYM  may  simultaneously 
invoke  a Sufi  sensibility,  a “natural”  joy,  a 
heightened  political  consciousness,  and  a weakness 
for  “peculiar”  alternatives  all  at  once. 


Friends  Bulletin  invites  correspondence  on  this 
and  other  “Friendly  Folklore.” 

Letter 

Democracy  Does  Not  Follow  the  Generals 

Dear  Friends: 

Besides  our  daily  Salem  paper  and  the  Friends’ 
publications,  I subscribe  to  the  Defense  Monitor,  a 
publication  prepared  by  retired  Pentagon  officers 
who  have  developed  a conscience  in  opposition  to 
excessive  military  spending. 

Volume  XVI,  No.  5 of  the  periodical  commented 
on  the  “U.S.  Invasion  of  Nicaragua.”  I have  long 
been  aware  of  the  rumored  Pentagon  plans  for  an 
eventual  invasion,  and  have  prayed  that  Congress 
would  make  each  budget  request  for  the  Contras 
more  difficult  than  the  previous  request.  But  the 
lead  editorial  stated  that  the  president  is  determined 
that  his  Contra  Aid  is  going  to  prevail.  Oliver 
North’s  TV  display  of  his  interpretation  of  the 
president’s  innermost  thoughts  have  made  such 
an  impression  on  so  many  Americans,  while  the 
thinking  people  of  this  country  have  been  for  the 
most  part  quiet  about  their  disapproval  of  the  flout- 
ing of  the  American  Consitition,  so  that  I am  dis- 
mayed and  chagrined  at  the  flagrancy  of  the  testi- 
mony. 

Even  the  Congressional  auditors  of  the  testi- 
mony seemed  to  be  weak.  Very  little  irritation 
was  shown.  Certainly  the  hearings  were  not  in- 
quisitional. 

At  first  I wrote  a hot-headed  letter  but  before 
mailing  it,  I reconsidered  and  decided  to  write  my 
grief  instead  of  my  anger  and  resentment. 

Clearly  to  me  the  basis  of  the  problem  is  the 
conviction  on  the  part  of  the  president  of  the 
United  States  that  the  rights  of  the  people  of 
Nicaragua  to  determine  their  own  form  of  govern- 
ment is  not  important.  They  must  accept  a govern- 
ment of  our  choice. 

Since  the  president  of  the  U.S.  is  a Tory,  he 
looks  upon  all  other  governments  as  communistic 
if  they  reflect  the  will  of  the  people.  As  Oliver 
North  said  in  his  testimony,  the  poor  people  of 
Nicaragua  did  not  know  what  democracy  was  and 
did  not  deserve  it.  That  is  not  what  my  ancestors 
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thought  when  they  rebelled  against  the  tyranny 
of  George  III  in  1775-83.  George  III  insisted  that 
the  rights  of  the  king  were  above  those  of  the 
people  of  the  colonies.  Thus  “King”  Ronald 
Reagan  the  1st  of  the  United  States,  in  his  infal- 
lible wisdom,  insists  that  the  Contras,  the  refugees 
from  democratic  Nicaragua,  are  by  right  the 
“Founding  Fathers,”  if  they  can  be  funded  enough 
by  our  government.  Unfortunately,  the  “Founding 
Fathers”  of  a new  fascist  state  of  Nicaragua. 

I have  read  the  Constitution  of  Nicaragua,  fur- 
nished by  the  Nicaraguan  Embassy,  still  at  1627 
New  Hampshire  Ave.,  Washington,  D.C.  20009. 

Since  the  U.S.  has  not  yet  broken  diplomatic  rela- 
tions with  the  Nicaraguan  Republic,  in  spite  of  our 
military  operations  there,  information  concerning 
the  democratic  government  of  that  country  is  still 
available  to  all,  including  the  president.  But  the 
president  does  not  appear  to  be  interested  in  the 
truth.  His  opinion  is  truth  enough  for  him.  His 
ally,  the  Pentagon,  has  blueprinted  the  invasion, 
and  it  is  ready  to  find  an  excuse  to  commence 
operations.  If  the  opportunity  does  not  present  it- 
self, the  blueprints  state  that  the  occasion  will  be 
made,  for  the  plans  seem  to  indicate  that  the  presi- 
dent wants  to  go  down  in  history  as  a man  of  action. 
This  would  be  an  added  chapter,  following  the 
Grenada  invasion  and  the  Persian  Gulf  action. 

Unless  public  opinion  can  thwart  the  president, 
and  Congress  refuse  to  fund  the  next  demand  for 
$145  million,  and  definitely  refuse  to  approve  any 
demand  of  the  president’s  that  would  lead  to  war, 

I see  no  weakening  of  the  president’s  determination 
to  prevail. ...  We  must  flood  Congress  with  letters 
in  opposition  to  this  military  plan  for  invasion  and 
witness  to  the  dissatisfaction  we  feel  with  Oliver 
North’s  illegal  action  in  defiance  of  Congress  and 
the  Constitution. 

Democracy  does  not  follow  the  generals  as  they 
maneuver  for  power.  Sandino  was  murdered. 

Other  leaders  have  been  assassinated.  U.S.  inter- 
ference has  increased  terror  and  bloodshed  in 
Nicaragua. 

We  need  a president  of  good  will  to  let  diplo- 
macy work  things  out  in  Central  America.  Lack- 
ing such  leadership,  how  are  Friends  and  others 


Ed  Morgenroth,  PYM,  Redwood  Forest  Meeting 


Junior  Yearly  Meeting  Perform 
at  PYM  Community  Night 


who  care  about  peace  in  Central  America  attempt- 
ing to  influence  U.S.  policies  there?  It  is  up  to 
people  of  peace  and  good  will  everywhere  to  speak 
out  in  a great  concerted  voice. 

Peace, 

R.  Vance  MacDowell,  Salem  Meeting  (OR) 


Lowell  Tozer,  San  Diego  Meeting  Vanita  Blum,  Berkeley  Meeting 
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Quakers  Support  Nuremberg  Actions 
at  Concord 

“.  . . We  Pledge.  ...”  - The  People’s 
Nuremberg  Pledge 

The  Redwood  Forest  Meeting  of  the  Religious 
Society  of  Friends  in  Santa  Rosa,  on  July  12,  1987, 
minuted  its  support  of  non-violent  resistance  to  the 
shipment  of  weapons  from  Concord  and  Port 
Chicago,  California,  to  El  Salvador.  Veterans  Peace 
Action  Groups,  invoking  the  Nuremberg  Principles 
[formulated  in  1950]  which  state  that  citizens 
must  act  rightly  even  if  their  Governments  do  not, 
have  initiated  nonviolent  protest  of  these  shipments 
in  a sustained  action  that  started  June  10.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Meeting,  some  80%  of  the  weapons  used 
in  El  Salvador  are  shipped  through  the  Concord 
Naval  Weapons  Station;  the  protest  aims  to  stop 
these  shipments. 

The  Meeting  expects  to  support  a number  of 
protesters  leaving  for  Concord  each  24th  of  the 
month  for  as  long  as  it  takes,  in  commemoration 
of  the  assassination  of  Archbishop  Romero,  which 
occurred  in  El  Salvador  on  the  24th  of  March, 

1980.  The  Meeting  regrets  the  complicity  of  our 
Government  in  the  suffering  of  the  Salvadorans, 
encourages  nonviolent  resistance  to  this  militari- 
zation of  a domineering  foreign  policy,  and  invites 
participation  of  the  public  in  this  expression  of 
its  concern  for  peace. 

For  more  information  contact  Redwood 
Forest  Meeting  or  David  Hartsough,  AFSC  Office, 
San  Francisco. 

[Editor’s  Note:  Beginning  September  1,  1987, 
Brian  Willson  and  Duncan  Murphy,  members  of 
Veterans  Fast  for  Life/Veterans  Peace  Action 
Teams  will  begin  a 40  day  Fast  at  Concord  Naval 
Weapons  Station.  Charlie  Liteky  and  George  Mizo 
of  the  1986  Veterans  Fast  for  Life  will  participate 
in  a corresponding  Fast  on  the  steps  of  the  U.S. 
Capitol  in  Washington,  D.C. 

The  vigiling  at  Concord  Naval  Weapons  Station 
is  ongoing  throughout  the  day  with  a special  focus 
between  7:00  a.m.  - 10:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m.  - 
7:00  p.m.  daily.] 


Book  Review 

by  Douglas  V.  Steere,  Haverford  Meeting 

Two  Koreas  - One  Future?  Ed.  John  Sullivan  and 
Roberta  Foss.  AFSC,  1501  Cherry  St.,  Philadelphia, 
PA  19102.  $16.75  (paper),  $22.50  (hardback). 

Add  $2.00  for  postage. 

I have  been  struck  by  the  1987  book:  Two 
Koreas  - One  Future?  that  has  just  appeared.  It 
has  been  organized  and  sponsored  by  the  American 
Friends  Service  Committee  and  has  gathered  not 
only  six  brilliant  chapters  on  the  tragedy  of  the 
complete  separation  of  the  Northern  and  Southern 
Korean  people,  but  has  in  the  closing  chapter  given 
a most  suggestive  collection  of  steps  which  might 
eventually  bring  unification  to  the  two  completely 
separated  Koreas. 

The  role  that  the  USA  still  plays  with  its  40,000 
soldiers,  its  massive  collection  of  military  planes 
and  its  powerful  nuclear  weapons  is  added  to  the 
half  million  Southern  Korean  soldiers  on  one  side 
of  the  dividing  line.  This  is  matched  on  the  North 
Korean  side  by  an  equivalent  number  of  North 
Korean  soldiers  and  with  some  Soviet  assistance  in 
aircraft  and  general  backing.  The  slightest  ignition 
could  set  this  whole  line  aflame. 

This  searching  book  describes  with  much  in- 
sight and  power  the  critical  location  that  the  two 
Koreas  now  occupy  and  discusses  the  necessity 
for  the  two  Koreas  to  find  their  own  way  to  a 
lasting  relationship. 

[Available  at  AFSC  Bookstores.] 


New  Resources  Available  in  Northern 
California  Regional  Office  of  AFSC 

Christie  Institute  “Secret  Team”  tape  by  lawyer 
Daniel  Sheehan,  the  story  behind  the  Iran-Contra 
scandal.  Ideal  for  Meetings  and  public  events,  one 
to  two  hours,  %-inch  VHS.  $35.00  each  from 
Christie  Institute,  1324  North  Capitol  St.,  N.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20002,  (202)  797-8106.  Rental 
from  AFSC  possible.  Contact  John  Trimble,  AV 
Department,  (415)  752-7766. 

(Continued  on  page  19) 
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(Resources:  Cont.  from  page  18) 

AFSC  Bookstore  new  arrivals  may  be  ordered 
through  Mary  Thomson,  Bookstore  Manager, 
(415)752-7766: 

Different  Daughters,  edited  by  Louise  Rafkin, 
Cleis  Press,  $8.95.  Twenty-five  mothers  of  lesbians 
come  together  to  trace  the  growth  of  their  relation- 
ships with  their  daughters.  Both  a resource  and  a 
celebration,  Different  Daughters  reflects  the  strug- 
gles of  women  to  accept  and  share  their  daughters’ 
lives. 

Missed  Opportunities  for  Peace,  U.S.  Middle 
East  Policy  1981-1986  by  Ronald  J.  Young,  a re- 
port prepared  for  the  AFSC,  this  book  underscores 
the  right  of  both  Arabs  and  Jews  to  a secure  home- 
land. A just  peace  in  the  Middle  East  is  a regional 
and  global  necessity.  $9.53. 

Friends  Face  the  World,  Continuing  and  Current 
Quaker  Concerns,  FGC  and  FUM  Press,  $7.40, 
edited  by  Leonard  Kenworthy.  Essays  by  Quaker 
leaders  on  issues  of  concern. 

Powerful  Peacemaking  by  George  Lakey,  New 
Society  Publishers,  $10.60.  A bold  and  compre- 
hensive approach,  with  historical  examples,  to 
creative  social  empowerment  and  global  transfor- 
mation in  the  quest  for  a peaceful  and  just  world 
order. 

Southern  California  Quarterly  Meeting  1987 
Directory  and  College  Park  Quarterly  Meeting 
1987  Directory  available  now. 

All  prices  above  do  not  include  mailing  costs. 

From  the  International  Society  for  Religion 
and  Animal  Rights 

A ministry  involving  peace  and  justice  for  the 
nonhuman  creation  is  a concern  that  needs  to  be 
addressed  more  widely  by  religious  groups.  With 
this  concern,  representatives  of  the  American 
Friends  Service  Committee,  Network  Ministries  in 
San  Francisco,  The  International  Society  for 
Religion  and  Animal  Rights  and  the  Berkeley 
Buddhist  Priory  are  offering  a non-traditional 
“Blessing  of  the  Beings:  Blessing  & Doing”  at  the 
San  Francisco  SPCA,  2500  16th  St.,  San  Francisco, 
at  2:00  p.m.  on  October  4 in  honor  of  St.  Francis 
(his  feast  day)  and  Mahatma  Gandhi  (his  birthday), 


two  beings  whose  love  embraced  all  forms  of  life. 

For  further  information,  and/or  if  you  want 
to  organize  a similar  event  in  your  area,  or  adopt 
a nonhuman  animal,  contact  Ken  White,  Education 
Director,  SFSPCA,  (415)  554-3000  or  Joan  Clair, 
M.Div.,  Director,  ISRAR,  1798  Scenic  Ave., 
Berkeley,  CA  94709,  (415)  841-7744. 


(Editorial:  Cont.  from  page  2) 

Paper  sessions  discussed  eleven  topics,  some  of 
which  included  “Ethical  Values  in  Education,” 
“Religion  and  Violence,”  “Spiritual  Practice,”  and 
“World  Issues.” 

An  hour  in  late  afternoon  each  day  was  set  aside 
for  meditation  experiences:  Zen,  Centering  Prayer 
(Christian  Contemplative  prayer),  Theravada,  and 
Taize  Devotional  Style  (Christian  prayers  and  chants). 
These  were  experiences  of  deep  quiet  and  refresh- 
ment in  which  I felt  immediately  at  home. 

The  interlinking  themes  of  world  disarmament 
and  peace,  the  necessity  for  religious  people  to 
care  for  a dying  planet,  and  the  imperatives  for 
nonviolence  and  ethical  actions  in  the  world  by  all 
religious  communities  emerged  during  the  confer- 
ence as  signs  of  global  transformations  underway. 
There  are  now  Buddhist  Peace  Fellowships  and 
Buddhist  Peace  and  Justice  Organizations  as  well 
as  many  similar  mainline  Protestant  and  Catholic 
Church  activist  groups.  Liberation  theologies  are 
also  active  around  the  world  creating  climates  for 
change. 

It  is  my  intention  in  the  months  ahead  to  re- 
view papers  and  tapes  from  these  faith  encounters 
and  to  correspond  with  some  of  the  speakers  as 
preparation  for  writing  (from  a Friends’  point  of 
view)  an  analysis  of  where,  in  fact,  Friends’  beliefs 
and  practices  intersect  those  of  Buddhist  and  other 
religious  communities.  I would  welcome  corres- 
pondence from  other  Friends  who  attended  the 
Buddhist— Christian  Conference  and  from  those 
whose  experience  and  interests  would  further  this 
global  faith  and  action  dialogue  among  us. 

Shirley  Ruth 
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Calendar 
September,  1987 

11- 13  Colorado  Friendly  Women’s 

Gathering,  Camp  La  Foret  near 
Colorado  Springs.  Contact: 

Joanne  Movsovich,  (303)  722-6807. 

12- 13  New  Mexico  Friendly  Women’s 

Retreat,  Gila  Hot  Springs.  Con- 
tact: Marilyn  Gendron,  Box  1625, 
San  Lorenzo,  NM  88057,  (505) 
536-9934. 

26-27  New  Mexico  Quarterly  Meeting, 

Glorieta  Conference  Center. 
Contact:  Donna  Detweiler,  543 
Juanita  St.,  Santa  Fe,  NM  87501. 
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October,  1987 

9- 11 

10- 11 
16-18 


17-18 

18 

24 

30-Nov.  1 


Harvest  Festival  benefit  for  FCL, 
noon  till  5:00  p.m.  Hidden  Villa 
Ranch,  Los  Altos,  CA. 


Pacific  NW  Quarterly  Meeting, 
Summit  Lake  near  Olympia,  WA. 

Willamette  Quarterly  Meeting, 

Camp  Myrtlewood,  Eugene 
Meeting,  Host. 

Arizona  Half-Yearly  Meeting, 
Emmanuel  Pines  Camp  near 
Prescott.  Contact:  Darla  Bejnar, 
(602)433-1814. 

College  Park  Quarterly  Meeting, 
John  Woolman  School,  Nevada 
City,  CA. 

Colorado  General  Meeting,  Ned 
Kowal,  Clerk,  Mt.  View  Meeting- 
house, 9:30  a.m.-4:30  p.m. 

North  Pacific  Y.M.  Steering 
Committee,  10:00  a.m.,  Multnomah 
Meetinghouse. 

FWCC  Regional  Gathering  of 
Friends,  Friends  Center,  Newburg, 
OR.  Contact:  Cilde  Grover, 

(503)  655-3779. 


30-Nov.  1 Arizona  Women’s  Gathering, 

Phoenix  Meetinghouse.  Contact: 
Marbie  Brault,  (602)  326-3583, 
3331  N.  Wilson  Ave.,  Tucson, 

AZ  85719. 

November,  1987 

15  Southern  California  Quarterly 

Meeting,  Orange  Grove  Meeting, 
Pasadena,  Host. 


Announcement 

Christopher  Beck,  the  well-known  Quaker  artist 
and  member  of  San  Francisco  Meeting,  will  present 
his  San  Francisco  movement  theatre  troupe  at 
Laney  College  Theatre  in  Oakland  for  the  first 
time,  on  Friday,  October  2 at  8:00  p.m.  as  part  of 
the  East  Bay  Series.  Christopher  Beck  and  Company 
will  perform  Penumbra  for  a quintet  of  dancers  and 
Judgement  created  for  and  in  collaboration  with 
16  dancers  ranging  in  age  from  20  to  over  60.  Both 
are  enacted  to  Peter  Hartman’s  original  electronic 
and  live  performance  musical  scores.  Call  (415) 
464-3540  for  ticket  information. 


